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assist the territorial power in protecting it from attack
and keeping it free from direct hostile operations. Mr
Elaine asserts that "the United States recognizes a
proper guarantee of neutrality as essential to the con-
struction and successful operation of any highway across
the Isthmus of Panama1,3' while at the same time he
declares with emphasis that no European power can be
allowed to assist the United States in protecting the
proposed canal. Mr Frelinghuysen says that " a canal
across the isthmus can be created, and under the Pro-
tectorate of the United States and the Republic whose
territory it may cross, can be used by all nations2."
Evidently they both consider neutralization and protec-
tion to amount to the same thing. They imagine that if
they can prove the United States to be powerful enough
to ward off all attack from the isthmus, they have shewn
that it is effectually neutralized by their guarantee. I
believe they are altogether wrong both in law and in
fact. To assume a Protectorate over a spot is a very
different thing from neutralizing it, else the English
Protectorate of the Mosquito Indians would have been
equivalent to the neutralization of the Atlantic end of
the Nicaraguan route; and even if the two things were
the same, the proffered protection of the United States
would not be sufficient to neutralize the Panama Canal.,
for the simple reason that it could not be effective while
our American kinsmen retain their present policy of
keeping up a small navy.

In order to make good the first of these positions I
must enter upon a short analysis of neutrality and
neutralization. A state is neutral when it does not take

1  Mr Elaine to Mr Lowell, June 24, 1881.

2  Mr Frelinghuysen to Mr Lowell, May 8, 1882.